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AREVIEWOF THE
" HISTORY, CURRENT
\CONDITIONS, AND *
_ RUTURE PROSPECTS OF

CHILD-CARE -

" PROGRAMS IN

AMERICA.

" By MARILYN RAUTH

a

O Problem, crisis, or resolution? Some
say in the United States we face a prob:-
lem only when'it becomes a crisis, and
while we argue over which solution is
best, the crisis worsens, positions hard-
en, and; solution becomes impossible,
Although the trend in our approach to
-child care appears to folfow this route, it
is hoped we will not see this prediction
through to jts ultimate oytcome.
" The federal government’s unwilling-
‘ness- to provide services for the young

children of this country is well docu:

. mented. Despite the fact that recent

‘years havé-seen record numbers of
women entering the work force, its most
recent comprehensive survey of child-
care needs is based on 1 1-year-old data
published in 1968. - )
The Bureau of Labor Statistics esti-
.mates that nearly 28 million ¢hildren
under 18 yearssof age had mothers who
worked or were looking for work at the
end of March, 1975. More than 6.5 mil-
lion of thése children were under age
six. Obviously many of them are in need
_of care or supervision.

—-A-study conducred-by ‘the National

“

Council of Jewish Women reveals that
care is needed by an additional 2.5 mil-
lion children whose mothers are not in
the work force. ] :
Yet the Child Welfare League of
- America estimates that there are, at
most,” 4.3 milllon,spaces available in
child-care facilities. Many of these are
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" unlicensed, and most—some 77 percent

of them—are of such inferfor quality
that they-should not be used. -

The Child Welfare League, a national
voluntary accrediting organization for
-child-welfare agencies in_the U.S., and
other sources have cited these shocking
Alternatives to adequate care:

¢ at least 10,000 children under six
left alone during the day with no care or
supervision while parents work;

® over 500,000 cared for by a sibling

“under 16; . ) ’

® and 1.2 million at homewith a par-
ent too handicapped or sick fo provide
proper supervision. .

- There is ample research which under-
sgores the importange of early learning
experiences to optimal development of
children. Yet a 1973 Census Bureau re-
port reveals that only about 34 percent
of four-year-olds and 14 percent of
three-year-olds = are enrolled  in
preschool programs, and of, those, 70
percent attend nonpublic programs. In
the majority of child-care arrange-
ments, little progress hag been made
beyond the custodial care of the 1800s.
. The most prevalent type of child care

is in-home care with the "“caregiver’” -

. {perhaps “‘caretaker” would be a better

or hired babysitter. Space and equip-
ment are often limited, -as are oppor-
tunities for social interaction. The next
most popular facility is the family day-
care home. It is widely. estimated ‘that
more than half of all childrén taken out
of the home for full-day care are in fam-
ily day-care homes whiclr sérve five or
six children. Smaller percentages of
children are cared for in group day-care
homes (extended or modified family
residences which, iflicensed, serve up to
12 children), day-care centers (serving
12 children or more), nursery schools,
parent cooperatives, and the like. .
Only about five percent of all family
day-care homes are licensetl. While
most day-care centers are licensed, such
licensing may mean little becausé of in-
adequate. ‘enforcement of regylations
due to lack of staffing and/or negligence
on the part of ins\;\c.ction agencies. Re-
quirenients, often\minimal toﬁge‘gin
with, do little rhore than set stantlards
for scaled-down sanitation facilities,
lighting, fir¢proofing, and so on (see
box). S
N : »
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- people, of money, and of knowledge
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‘' _LOOKING BACKWARD

A growing need for day nurseries first
became evident just before the. turn of
‘this century. Rapid  industrialization’

had lured thousands of uprooted rural .

families”and evep, gréater numbels of
foreign immigrants into industrial
urban areas. As the promise of affluénca
soon fell before the harsh réality of city

life, it often became apparentthat ong.
- breadwinner could not support the ,

family’s nceds. Consequently, many
mothers were forced to seck. work, re-
quiring long hours away from their
children. A dilemma arose, for the
mother who weorked was considered

_derelict because she-was not' at home -

caring for her child?f yet without the

additional income, sjfe could not feed or

‘clothe them. The problem was com-
pounded for, the many immigrant
families who bore the burden of both
survival apd acculturation,

~ Working mothers, particularly those

who were widowed or abandoned, were

often forced to place their children in.. °

ofphanages. As cautions increased. that
"the'institutional child is not a normal
child,” alternatives were sought. Many

" children were placed in foster homes or
word) being a relative, friend, neighbor,

sent to the country to-live with farm

. famtlies*in. an effort to provide.family

life, but none of &hese solutions proved
practical on a large scale. Thus, day

nurseries, based on the French model -

whiich attempted to simulate’ a loving
home ¢nvironment, came into being,

. . . . .
as a reaction aga(\nst the over-in-

stitutiorialization of‘children. Funded "

principally by private philanthropy,
they enjoyed great popularity from,the
1870s to World War 1. But history shows

there was a shortage of concerned -

\

about how to meet the needs of
children. e

In her book, "Who's Minfling t
Children? The History and Politics.
of Day Care in America,*
O’Brien Steinfels reports: - .

TKe nurseries, usually converted hduses or
brownstones, were open six days a week, 12
hours a day. A great age span.could b& found
in most nurseriés: infants and childrek from
the age of 2 weeks to 6 years—the addinX
after-school programs brought that rang
. the elderly level of 8 and 9. Some day nur:

)

argaret .
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rles provided emergency night care when a
mother was ill: others allowed a child to be
dropped off for a féw hours; some hired a
visiting nurse to assist mothers when
‘children werce illj others held classes for

" mothers in sewinf, cooking, English, and

‘ - tions, these nu
- standards we would expect today. Their
-, 'benefactors and personnel ‘lacked ‘the

child care,

* Despite thelr ideals and 80;’d. inten-
ries fell far short of

knowledge of hpWw to transform good
intentiong into |effective child-devel-
opment programs. Oveicrowding was

commonplace; qhe quality of food ex- -

tremely poor; and most of the personnél
‘were untrained./

The ériticisms of day nurseries. in
_tho‘sedays(somf;ofwhich $till are heard
today) included: fears of weakening
family ‘ties; undermining the father's
sense of responsibility for Being the sole
breadwinner; encouraging mothers to
‘work, perhaps to provide only luxuries,
thus causing them to neglect child-
rearing responsibilitivs; and depressing
male wages. - * . .

To counter these charges, philan-
thropists within the day-nursery
movement reavowed their commitment
to strengthen the family. Theirs was a

charitable service to be used only on a.

temporary basis. until the. mother’s
“problem" could be remedied. They ar-
gued that not ‘only could thegmother

learn how to discipline and care for her

child from the nurscry’s example, but,
additionally, the thild might be
prevented from becoming-a future wel-
“fare problem. It was their contention

. that as social and economic conditions

improved, day nurseries would cease to
exist, and mothers and children would
return to their “rightful” place in the
home. ) :
Even at that time, the Natijonal Fed-
eration of Day Nurseries and many local
associations recognized. the variant
causcs of need for day nursery Services
and proposed they would not soon be
alleviated. Theirs was a more practical
view bascd upon the realities of single-

... parent homes, unemployment, poverty,

y

-

and women's participation in the labor
force: “

Eventually, day-nursery federations -

and associations at the local and ng

' ' g
« ! [

_rccof;j-kcépiﬁg; a‘dul't/'t/‘hlld ratios, and,

to sonte extent, education: Compliande
was voluntary and, in’many cases, ig-
nored: A degree of progress was made
whien, by the end of world War I, Cal;-
fornia had passcd a state Jaw governing
day nurserics, and several éiti-.js had
regulatory city.ordinances.

- - et e e

PROFESSIONALIZATION OF DAY
" NURSERIES - :

"The professionalization of day-
nursery personnel occurred during the
20-year period following Worlq, War I.
This resulted in major changes in entry
age, program, and purposc. The prac- .
tice of placing infants in day nurserics
from the time they were several weeks
old, where they were bottle-fed instead,
of at’ mother's breast, was challenged,
and eventually the minimum entry age
became three. Though some today re:
gret the exclusion of infants, it should be -
remembered that the day-vare associa-’
‘tions. of the time.recommended an
aditit/child ratio of 1;8 forinfants. In
actual practice, the ratio was often

“much higher.. Standard-setting organi-

zations, such as the Child Welfape
League, now recommend an adult/child
ratio of 1:2 for infants, indicating that
challenges to the day nurseries” infant
care were -quite justified, A second
major change wis replacement of nurs-
ery attendants with professional nurs-
ery-school teachers who changed cdu-
cation from sccondary to primary im-
portance. - ’ ’ . .
The focus-of day nurseries was further
altered after 1919, by the new involve-
ment of trained social workers. For-
merly a service to working mothers, day
nurseries now became a form of social
wélfare. Admissions were thoroughly
sereencd and werce al lowedonly incases
of "'social maladjustment” or “serious
familial problems.” Thus day care be-
came further stigmatized. Steinfels
points out that " poverty in the minds of
the first day-nursery workers ... was

" perceived to be the result of conditions

external to the family—buf having a
strong effect on the family. " The new
view of "maladjustment’’ suggested
"conditions internal to the family.”

As a result of new quota restrictionstin
immigration and creation of widows'’

tional levels began to promote up-y pensions in many states, large segments
graded standards in health, nutrition, of the day nurseries’ clientele were re-.
1 . o) . .

e e .

oy

.newed eimphasis on:

'
\
\

duced. Ironically, pgssage of the 19th
Amendment vindér®y the militant’
feminism movement brought a re-
mother's re-.
sponsibility. in“the, home. Finally, cco-
‘iemic expansion and the pursuant ris¢
in the standard of living for some dis-
tracted attentioh from the plight of the
poor, Though the need continued, day
nurscries dwindlgd to those which pro-
vided only minjmal custodial care. Pri-
vately run nursery schools catered to a
limited number of middle-.and upper-
class children whose parents could af-
ford-such a program. _ "

..

FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NURSERY
SCHOOLS |

[P, e

"Following the fear demise of day
nurserics, interest In child care con-

, tinued alternately to wax and wane. Be

first public money for child-care pro- *.
grams was allocated”in 1933 through' .
the Federal Emergency Relicf Adminis-
tration and the Works Project Adminis-
tration (WPA). Both were based primar-.
ily on an effore to create jobs, but to say
there was no gpneern for the eeds: of
children or working methers would be
‘1o ignore a social awareress which did,
in fact, exjst at that time. Federal and.
state funds for child care diring this
period also were granted to alleviate the
physical and mental handicaps im-
posed on young children because of eco-
‘nomic and social difficulties of that
period. All personnel—teaghers, nurses,
nutritionists, cooks, clcﬁfcal workers,
and janitors—were hired from  relicf
rolls ‘because of the govefnment’s con-
cern with,widespread un¢mployment.
By 1937, some 40,000 children were
served in 1,900 nurscries established
within public schools. Pamela Roby in
"Child Care—Who Cares?" cites a refer-
ence tothe fact that those programs are
“still. considered by pYofessionals to
- have provided cxcellenthealth and nu-
tritional care,as well’ag education.” .-
Many of these nyrseries ceased to
exist as WPA programs Were phasgd out.
However, the day-varg¢ movement was

.. soon revived when, during World War.

AL, more and more 'women joined the

labor force. In August, 1942, it was de-
cided that the Lanham Act, authorizing

the federal governmenpt to pay fonbalfof

the public-works ‘p‘rogran)s"‘ in war-

+impacted areas, conld be app‘yli‘cd to day
. RN o I
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care, By'the' end of the war, almost $52

" million had been spent by the federal

Federal Works Administ¥ation, .
‘ eum'hcd

- catlon deparlmenu. Most of these pro-'
grams were placed in local school sys-
tems becauise of thelr existing facilities .
énd trained child-oriented staff. How-
ever, because .the federal government’

governtent for 3,102 day-care centers

serving 600,000 chlldren States con- :

tributed $26 million in matchingfunds.

to administer the Lanham
‘Act, channeled funds through state edu-

. had not set any standards for these pro-
.. grams, quality varied from one locale to

L

,another. .
After the war, most public funds for

day care were shut ofﬁag orce again, it -

became the prevailing view that the

mother belonged in thé home (this at- -
titude also made it easier for returning
vieterans to reassume their place in the

.labor force). Women using day care
.were again seen as neglectful mothers.

- This belief was reinforced by research in
the 1940s describing damage ‘done to".
institutionalized Jorphans and by John :

Bowlby's study in 1951 on maternal
deprivation. Bowlby found that the in-
stitutionalized child’s permanent sep-

aration from the mother resulted in ab: |
‘pormal development. Throughout the |
- 1950s this was often cited as an argu- -

ment against placing children in day-

chre settings. However, later research -|
by Bloom, White, Caldwell, Mead. and
others was to show that temporary sep--
aratjon.under the proper conditions ac-

tualy could be beneficial to the child.
The wars in Korea nd Vietnam

‘opfied new employment pportunities

, for women. The ''New Frontler’ of the

. the Johnson Administration (including -

Kennedy era and the "Great Society”
and “War Against Poverty'’' programs of

" the fimous. Head Start) brought

. Ing mothers doubled—from 22 to 44,
percent. Approximately one-third of all

heightened expectations In living

standards, and more and more wives .
and mothers sought employment to’
supplemegit family Incomes.’ The'
. growth of Inflation during the last sev-

eral years has continued this trend.
From 1950 to 1973, the number of work-

preschool children now have mothers

who are working or looking for work. .

This rapid influx of women into the,

labor force was naturally accompanied
by mcreasmg demands for day care, as
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reflected in the legislation of the 1960s.
At this point, the emphasis was primar-
ily on needs of working mgthers rather

. than on child developmenl. P
-Child-welfare services, including day

‘care, - had chcn meagerly funded
through the Social Security Act since
1935. Amendmenits to this Act in the late
1960s provided the first' significant
funds for day care, e.g. in Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) legis-
lation, since passage of the Lanham Act
- during World War II; but the Revenue
" Sharing Act of 1971 placed limits on
. funding. There are now at least 60 dif-
ferent federally funded programs for
child care and child development. The
Senaté Finance Committee reports that
the federal government presently
spends at least $1.3 billion in direct
funds on child care.

PP

COMPREHENSIVE CARE?

Since the late 1960s, there has been a
great flurry of legislative activity focus-
ing on the child-care needs of this coun-

* try. Much dJf this evolved out of former

. President. Nixon's introduction of the
Family Assistance Plan as part of‘a
social-scecurity and welfare-reform bill,
Speaking to Congress in 1969, Nixon de-

clared:’'So crucial is the matterof carly

growth that we must make a national

commitment to providing all American .

children an opportunity for ‘healthful
> and stimiilating development during
the first years of life.” The Adminis-
tration’s bill, in.contrast to the rhetoric,
was limited to day-care for children of
welfare recipients who would agree to
accept work, trgining, or vocational re-
habilitation. omprehensive develop-
mental care wa not required, and fam-
ity-payments whre based on ability.to
‘pay. ,
In the first eight months of the 92Rd
Congress (1970-71), 10 proposalsrelated
to child-care programs were intro-
duced. Sen. Russell Long (D-Lal). for
example, proposed a Federal Child Care
Corporation supported -by a $500-
million Treasury loan to provide child
care, first, for preschool and school-age
children of welfare recipients who
needed such services to work or to take
employment_training. and, secondly,

. for children of léw-income working

mothers not eligible for welfare. Federal
funds ‘would "have covered.all costs ol

«
a

" gible working mothers.

. ulllmatelf' garnered the larges; ¢

.wasg assured through representaiion on

. services was to be offered—educaijonal,

“[lished in this country in 185¢ by Ger-

- [ten for English-speaking children in

. changed from the affluent to the poor,

)

child care'for welfare m0thcrs and sub-
sidized the cost of services for other cli-

It was, however, lhe-Compi’ehé_nslye
Child Dévelopment Act of 1971 whick’

gressional and public support, finally
passing as part of the Economie Qppor-
turilty Act'on Dec. 6, 1971. This legisla-
tlon would have created a natjonally
coordinated network of child-deyelop-
‘ment programs for, all ehildren under-
15, with priority given to thoge who
were of prescheol age or economically .
disadvantaged. Parental participation

Hlected councils and a wide range of

nutritional, soclal, medical, dental, and
psychologieal. Though many ofganiza-
tions, Including the AFL-CIO, Jobbled .
for this bill, former President Nixon
vetoed the EOA'on Dec. 9, 1971, alleging
that, among other objectlons, the Act

THE KINDERGARTEN |
MOVEMENT .

[An example of the flexibility of public
edutation in the U.S. is the kindergar-
ten movement, which evolved gepa-
rately from day nurseries. First estab-

man immigrants, carly kindetgartens
were devoted primarily to the educa-|
tion of young German-speaking
children. Philanthropist Elizabeth
Peabody founded the first kindergar-

Boston in 1860 to serve as a school for
socialization of wealthy children, Her
idea was replicated, providing the
impetus for growth of a kindergarten
movement. In 1873, the first kinder-
garten was established in a pyblic|
school in St. Louis, Mo. -+~

With massive immigratior from
Europe to this country in.the 1880s,
the focus of "kindergarten “was

Manv citizens saw this socialization
process as a public responsibiljty and
during the 1890s many kindergartens
were  incorporateds into public
schools. Today, whilg kindergarten
attendance is not compulsory, 75 per-
cent of all five-year-olds attend and
more than four-fifths are’in the pyublic|:
sc\hools,

ey
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“would commlit the vast moral author-
Ity of the national government to the
side of communal approaches to child-
rearing agalnst the tamily-centered ap-
proach,” -~ :

The attempt to override this veto was
thwarted, ‘ushering .the first com-

‘pass Congress into the vast archives bf
legislative limbo. Sen. Walter Mondale
(D-Minn.) and Rep. John Brademas (D-
Ind.), chief sponsors of the Child Devel-
opment Act, continued to Submit child-
care legislation to Congress in'the fol-
lowing years, as did other Congressional
leaders. Meanwhile, organizations
which had worked diligently for pas-
sage of this legislation from 1969 0 1971
_kept trying to build and strengthen their
alliances. to secure enactment of a com-
prehensive child-development bill.

By 1974, the prevailing social and
- political scenes appeared ripe for a sec-
ond serious attempt. at procuring com-
prehensive developmental -programs
and day-care services for all children of
this nation, and the Child and Family
Services Act of 1974 was introduced in
both houses of Congress.

By this time, an impressive body of
research existed, demonstrating the
crucial nature of children's early years,
from birth to age eight, in relation to
theirintellectual, social, emotional, and
Bl physical development. Burton White
and others had shown that even asearly
+as I0months, achild’s learning patterns
are developing, and they therefore be-
lieved that child services could appro-
priately begin at the infant stage. Ben-
jamin Bloom, in his welkknown study,
""Stability and Change in Human
aracteristics,” emphasized "the
greatimportance of the first few yearsof
‘schoo] as well as the prcscl'%ol period of
the development of learnihg patterns
and general achievement. These are the
“yedrs in which general learning pat-
terns develop most rapidly, and failure
to develop appropriate achievement
atid learning in these years is likely to
lead to continued failure throughout the
remainder of the individual’s school
career.” )

In''Nursery Education: The Influence
of Social Programming on Early Devel-

from his research that-higher group-
intelligence-test scores were found
among children who had preschool and

\
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prehensive child-development act to.

opment,” Martin Deutsch concluded:

. 3 L
» . \

o
.

kindergarten experiencé@s compared to .

those whose initial contact with school

, was in first grade. Pidget explained’

is nurtured, it grows 4s|the child has

further that "'intelligencé emerges as it
1. McVicker

things to act upon,” an

Hunt wrote, "It now looks as though.

carly experience may be eyen more im- -

portant for the perceptual, cognitive,
and intellectual functions than it ; for
the emotional and tempermental func-
tions.” Studies by Chittendoh, Keister,
- Rice; Hood, and others found preschool
programs to have a very positive effect
on children’s socialization. skills.and
personality development. The research
of Katrina De Hirsch and her associates
demonstrated that many “intelligent
but educationally disable children . ..

would not have required help had their

-

difficulties been recognized atearly .

ages. Early identification would *have
obviated the need for later re'med_ia]

measures.” '

These and many other studies point to

the fact that child development is a .

complex, continuous process enhanced
by an environment conducive to learn-
ing and by skilled teachers who are
knowledgeable about the child’s intel-
lectual, physical, social, and emotional
growth, .- .

Further agitation for child-care legis-
lation was spawned by the problematic
plight of poor and middle-class working
parents.

In response to these needs, the Child

and Family Services Act of 1975, asnow
written, would establish an Office_of..

Child and -Family {ces to oversee
child-debelopment, ¥ay-care, and

family-services programs. Rather than’

being based on the child population-in
each state, the Senate bill's allocation
formula continues the mixed formula

approach: based on the number of eco-

nomically disadvantaged children, the.
number of children under six,.and the .
number of working mothers and single .

parents. Prime sponsors must establish -

Child and Family Service Policy Com-
_ mittees, one-half must be parents and
~ one-third must be poor. The Secretary

of HEW s authorized to develop new’

child-care standards based on the 1968
'Federal Interagency Day Care Stand-
ards. - ‘

Many organizations differ in their
outlook on these and other details of the
bill, but prime sponsorship—the ques-

Q



-

~ tion of who shall maniage funds and de-

termine the nature of services' to be jof-
fered and which agencics can bc:ﬂ\p‘ro-
vide them—has become by far the most
controversial aspect of this legislation.
Presently designated in the billas prime

| { : :
many
continuity between carly childhood
rograms and primary grades, causes
\gfvsbhoul gains to diminish by the age
of seyen, eight, or nine. If there are in-
numgrable sponsoring agencies, coor-

reports showing that the lack of

v, L

maintenance of complete records weuld
be important servicds within this pro-
gram. s ,
6. Placement of comprehensite child — *
‘care in the publie schools would neces- -
sarily inerease paréntal -involvement

sponsors are stafes, localitics, combina- dination between these two levels <and contact, thus enharcing the .

Q
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tions of locaitids, or public and non-
profit organizations. -
) ganl

CONTROVERSY

"The Amgrican Federation of Teachers,
AFL-CIO, under the leadership of its
president, Albert Shanker, is spearhead-
-ing a drive to have public-school sys-
tems. designated as presumed prime
sponsors, allowing other public non-
profit organizations to assume this re-
sponsibility if a school system is unable

" sorunwilling toaceept it. Existing public

nenprofit day-care operations which
meet required standards might also be
funded. .

Shanker cites many reaséns for AFT's
position, among them the following:

1. Schools exist in every community
throughout this country—urban, rural,
small town, suburban—and therefore
‘have the capacity to meet the goal of
universally accessible carly chifflhood

. education and day care for all on a vol-

Juntary basis. -

‘2. The formér shortage of school per:
sonnel and space no longer exists. Many
unemployed carly childhood ‘teachers
and paraprofessionals are available;
many other unemployed teachers with
suitable qualifications, as well as those
in other occupations, might be re-
‘trained; and a portion of the vacant
classrooms, alrgady publicly owned,

could be utilized for day care and carly -

childhood programs, thereby decreas-
ing some new construction and rental
fees. o

3. Schools have an established pro-
ctdure-for assuring that standards be
met in terms of program, personnel
qualifications, staffing ratios, and
health and safety requirements. En-
forcement efforts outside the public
schools would require a large, new
bureauceracy which would mean an un-
necessary expenditure of millions of
dollars of public monics and an exten-
_sion of mény years before an effective
administrative procedure could be ¢s-
tablished. )

4. A recent OCD study is tyvpical of

v

—tvices for its citizenry. Ourt chaotic

would be impossible. .
~ 5..8chools could quite logically be-

_vome coprdinators of screening proce- -

dures, «in cooperation with public-
health. and ‘socifl-services agencies.
After nceds are diagnosed through
sereening, the school system with par-
ents’- consent would provide serviees
savailable and refer children whose

needs it vould not meet to other com-

munity ageneies. Follow-through and

A CRISIS STAGE -

‘| The United States is the only indus-
trialized country in the world which
does not provide basi¢'child-care ser-

condition of demand far exceeding
supply,-and the absence or erosion of
standards is further cvidence of the
lack of national commitment to pro-
viding serviees for children. :
Traditionally child care in the U.S.
has been available to the wealthy or,
through private philanthropy or fed-

more than custodial child care or to
qualify for assistarice, has been left to
contend with this dilemma on its
own. As a.result of government inac-
tion, the U.S. has peached a crisis
stage in terms of need for child care.
The debate continues in Congress as
to whether the federal government
should fund comprehensive child-
care programs, and if so, what the
best delivery system should be,
"AFT has been the vanguard in sup-
port of public-school prifhe sponsor-
ship of comprehensive child-care
programs. Many. natiohal organiza-
tions, including the AFL-CIO and a
number of its affiliated international
unions; educational organizations
suchas school administratots, school
boards, PTA, and the National Educa-
tion Association, have joined the AFT
in endorsing the public schools as the
most responsible means of delivering
services to children. ’

’ &

eral assistance, to the very poor. But ‘.
the middle class, unable to pay for

school’s position as a community
center, L :
Opposition to presumed prime spon-
sorship by public schools, hawever, has
arisen in several quarters, The National .

. Association for Child Deyelopment and

Education, representing the private
for-profit day-care interests, is lobbying

against the, exelusion of proprictary °

day-care centers from authorization for

prime sponsorship. It argues that many* .

«enters already-exist and that to deny
them federal fundsavould be an insult to
private enterprise, upon whith our

* ceonomy is based. The problem with:

proprictary centers grows out of their
need to refain competitive with other
forms of child care and still make a
profit. In the absence of exorbitant fees,
profit-must come from adhgring to a
.bottom ling in one or a number of sev-
" eral categories: personnel, facilities,
equipment, materials, food, and inser-
vige trajning. ST
* By far the majority of child-care ad-
vocates opposes their Inclusion Bedause
of repeated studles showing the custo-
dial nature of most operations and thelr
failure to meet quality standards. The
1972 survey by the Natlonal Council of
Jewish Women, for example, found that
“of 431 proprietary centers visited
throughout -the country, 49.5 percent
were rated poor,” 14.5 percent rated
““good,"” and only 1 percent “’superior.”
-Under the proposed legislation, prime
sponsors may contract with proprietary.
‘centers for programs and services, a
questionable arrangement. S
Theodore Taylor ot the Day Care and
Child Development Couneil of America
(DCCDCA) believes schools should not
be presumed prime sponsors for two
reasons: first, “even those teachers who
would find day care a satisfying ficld in
which to.work ... would have initial
difficultics withadjusting themselves to
an cducational approdch which is
. largely nonverbal,” arid sccond, -that
parenits who seek d&y care” want, need,
and deserve a closer, connection with

~ providers ‘of,‘day care’ than what the

sehool systems feel iS/lcccssary.or de-

) ‘ I.
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sirable with the public schools.”

Many cducators retort that language .

*development is an essential element in
carly chtldhood cducation programs
and that school cckifiiition require-
ments would assure thdwse of only those
teachers who are traintd in all aspects
of child development. They refute
Taylor's second stated reason by point-
ing out that schools, being, dependent
for funds on voted hond issues or voted
increases in property-tax mill‘hgc,. are
responsive to the public's wishes and

- that responsibitity for child develops
ment Avithin the schools can only in-
rease the desired parental involve-

" et It is likely that DCCDCA's posi-

tion-is influenced by the fact that pro-
‘prietyry cehters sonstitute' a sizeable
proportion of its membership.

.. Of immediate concern to all in the

“Jlabor movement were previous union
efforts to establish child-card programs
as a regular service to their members
br-as a henefit-won through collective
“bargaining. Several-unions such as the

" . Communications Workers of Ameerica,

» .
: . . y
the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of
America, and others, developed and jm-
plemented, day-care centers in severil

“lirge cities. In 1968, the United Fed-

eration of Teachers, AFT Local 2,
negotiated carly c¢hildhood preschool
programs in its contract with the New,
York City hoard of education. (These
preschool eenters have since been
closed due to lack of funds.)

After much di.scussion, however, it

* became apparent that in the interest of |

making these programs available to all’
children for awvhom they were desired,
puhlic schodls represented the only in-

“stitution capable of providing the uni- -
versal accessibility desired. ¢

It was discovered that child care at -

the work site holds a number of ptob-

lemns, regardless of the sponsor:’ =
‘s If a business or factory-closes, the

child-care center closes with 1t.

. ® 1fan employee Is laid off or fired,

chlld-care services are no longer avall-
able. R

e 1t is more flkely that a parent who
1s sick would take a child to a nejghbor;

POOR STANDARDS, LITTLE ENSORCEMENT .

_often witBout further inspection of the physical facilitics. Some set minimum

The federal governmnent has set a poor example in licensing, and establishing
and enforcing standards in child care. A report compiled for the U.S, Senate
Comunitfecon Finance states that although the Federal Interagency Day-Care
Requirements technically regutate nearly all child care provided under feds
eral funds. “it is generally récognized that they are rarely monitored.”
Licensing normally is contingent on meeting standards for health regula-
tions and building and fire codes. Manv states and localities are under
pressure from proprietary day-care operafors and others to relax even these
mihimal standards. i
A report by the Auerbach Corporation in 1970 on the Federal Work Incen-
tive Program found that the major problem cited by day-care dpicrators 'is in
meeting the various local ordinances which. according to some staffs, af%e
prohibitive. Some examples are: windows no more than'x’ feet from thetloor;
sanitation facilities appropriately scaled for children: sprinkler systems;
fireproof construction; ete.” : : ; .
Another spuidy, “Day Care Centers—The Case for Prompt Expansion,”
which examined the inability of New York City to meet the demand for day
care, stated that insistence on strict adherence to the eity's health code
“severelv handicaps the efforts of groups attempting td form centers in the
substandard arcas” The implication is that substandard child care is permis-
sible in poverty arveas. . ! ,
Licensing laws rarely set standards for programming and curriculum;
renewals are usaally granted without an cvaluation of program results and

personnel qualifications, but the requirements are generally below those for
administrators, teachers, health and social workers, and counsclors working
in all other levels of education. For example, many states require only that -
preschool “teachers” have a high-school educationor its ¢quivalent or make
th¢ vague stipulation that thev be “equipped for work required.” B
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"hood school than“to the work slte; ot
- that someone else In the nplghbow
-could-perfrom this servite. =~ ™ °

- ® The workln%uparcnl.l_ngly not have

sufficlent’ time o investigate varlous
chlld-care faciliti¢s in the area. The

~public schools, therefore, could better

protect fhelr interest,

»On Oct. 7, 1975Pthe AFL-CIO conven- !

tigh adopted a resolition calling for a-
massive federal commitment for pros
viding curly childhood development
andday-care services to all, children
who need them (see story, American
Teacher, this issuce).

i
- . ~dareen

E THE FUTURE .

Only if the government is:willing to

m@-a major change ih social policy
will e avoid having inadequate,and
limited child care develop'to a problem |
of catastrophic propottions. Yet wetface”
a familiar political problem. Both'the -
legislative and exccutive branches of
the federal government hold out little
hope for enactmerut of a comprehensive

- child-servicgs act in the near,futyge.

©

They are content to ignore the desperate
needs of individual citizens, They use
the disagreement ,among various
child-advocacy  organizations over” the
best means of providing child;care as a,

- pretense to shivk their responsibility for ,

assertive -action, It is just this inertia,
however, which has subjected the gov- |
crnment to growing attacks. Our crisis
in“child care can no longer wait on the
halting machinations of Congress.
~The termination of overlapping, -
obscure, and diffuse programs is long
overdue. Congress must be persuaded to
take decislve actlon. And as In the one-
time fight for public educatich, or-
ganized labor and its allles are leading
the way in showing that only through
the presumed prime sponsorship of
public 'schools will it be possible toef-
feétively coardinate quallty child-
development services for all children.
’ A

Public schools, under such a provi-
sion, would ultimately become a total
community resource, seeing that the
public’'s needs were met in' regard to
children’s physical and emotional wel-
fare, carly childhood cducation, and ex-
tended day care. o

Responsible critics have mistakenly
overlooked an accessible compromise
on prim¢ sponsorship of children's-ser-

’

>
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.. vices, Advocates of pubhc-schuul spon- - -

*" sorghfp sharc’ many of their concerns

. > ang woillgd be more than willing to join
thiwﬁ

orts ta assurc that legislation

udes prg#Visions for high standards,
mprehefsive services, and parental
volvement,

d ilt%fford nsmomplaccmy onchild
, The result would be a univprsally,
accessible child-services systtv‘; and.

even greater parental involvement in
. the public schools.

“The alternptives portcnd lurthcr inef-
fective use of public monies. Right now,
the fadesal government, through the Of-

d bcv;)opmcnt has funded a
emote greater coordination
evelopment and education

services between preschool programns
. outside the schools and ‘the primary
~. grad¢s. This expenditure could be more
cffuuntly made if preschool programs
were coordinated through the public
schools, Once most parties are wlllmgto
« discuss continuity and when there is an
cffective way' to begin bringing such

continuity about, it will no lopgcr seem

an impossible feat. It is possible, for

coordinate their cufricula, meth-
odology, and classroom “management
. with independent, nonprofit groups
» ~ which meet standards throughout the
city. It isdruq enough to say this would
require a su(‘)sldntml amount of time

and effort. It is a necessary venture.
Whilé continuing diversity through

varfous day-care programs, the public—Ilevels. Adult-child ratios rcqunrcd for.

, schools, as presumed prime sponsors,
.. could act as coordinators for all
" children’s.services, stmilar to the funﬁ
tion of *directlon centers” often. used in
‘special education. After needs are diag- -
nosed through screenlng, the school sys-

tem with parents’ consent ‘would pro--

_vide gservices avallable and refer
children whose neetls 1t could not meet
to other community agencles. This
practice would lessen overlap of ser-.
vices and call attentlon to needs which:
are not belng met. '

Health scrvices should include both
preventive and remedial care. Among
these services would be complete medi-
cal and dental examinations; immuni-
zation programs; speech, hearing, and
vision tests; and assessment and treat-
-ment of any developmental, psycholog-

e
Ty
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ithithis type of unity, Congress -

example, for New York City schools to |

L3
o
13

‘ieal, or phyqu.nl dlsordusWSchcnlng >

dulgnmlq, and treatment should begin
as carly as pdssible since deficienciey'in
these arcas are increasingly difficult to
correct with cach passinyg year of life:

'Structure and. content of: carly

childhood progru&ls must be based on
goals determined By needs of individual

children'and their families in any given,

locale. Early childhogd educatiop
should, however, encompass all aspects
of child 'development—intellectual, so-
cial, emotional, and physical. For this
reason, teacher training is essential, and
preservice programs which do not ad-
dress themselves'to all of these criteria
should be revised.

Although it would bei m.lp];ropl iate o’

endorse any one umuulqm approach,
certain elements are basic inany design,
Play has been foand to be an essential
component of carly childhood pro-
grams, valuable in-development of
socializing skills, motor coordination-
and concept development. The young
_child should be offcrcd many oppor-
tunities for
probléim-solving. Conceptual founda-

‘tionsshould be laid in academic content
arcas with children freeto progress at’

their own rate. As levels of maturity,
which affect leaming readiness, differ
cven.among children of the same age,
individualization is essential to a suc-
cessful program. v '

The school environment, therefore,
must offer a- wide assortment of experi-
ences suited to many ‘developmental

such mdlv:duahzatlon are those rec-
ommended in the Federal lntcrqgcncy
bay Care Requirements:
1:10—Children six and over
1:7—five-year-olds
1:5—three and four- year-olds
-When and if infant care js provided,
organizations }ike the American Federa-

tion of Teachers, the Child Wclfare_

League of America, and others recom-
. mend an adult-child ratio of 1:2.

Flexibility emerges as the key word in
carly chjldhood education. Public
schools are well-equipped toadminister
alternative preschool and day-care pro-
grams based on goals andpriorities es-
tablished by parents. Accommodations
can; be made for variances in program
agproaches and philosophies; in length

of programs-—half dav, full day, or 24-

N

.
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decision-making *and -

. L ¢
hour day-care services; and in program *_;

sites—in-home, school, family day-care
honics, day-care centers, and so forth!

» Greatest cavtion anust be given to
.maintenance of standards in staffing

ratios, health aund safety, program and.
personngl quality, and facilities and
cqbipment. The public-schodl system
represents the ‘only? institution with
broad enforcethent experience an

cdpdlnlltws To ignore this fact would”

result in a poorly managed child-care
program, the ramifications of:which
could be far worse than no program at

a0 -
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